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through holes linearly-arranged for passing the three electron beams and two of the holes are 
external holes, and the first grid having a first oval shaped hole that passes all three electron 
beams, the first oval shaped hole spaced a distance dl firom the through holes; and a second 
electrostatic screen grid installed in the main focusing lens unit having three electron beam 
through holes linearly-arranged for passing the three electron beams and two of the holes are 
extemal holes, and the second grid having a second oval shaped hole that passes all three 
electron beams, the second oval shaped hole spaced a distance d2 fi^om the through holes. In 
addition, the first grid extemal holes have an extemal distance HLl and an internal distance HRl 
and the second grid extemal holes have an extemal distance HL2 and an intemal distance HR2; 
and HLl is greater than HRl, HL2 is greater than HR2, dl is greater than d2, HL2 is greater than 
HLl, and HL2+HR2 is greater than HLl+HRl. 

In rejecting claim 1, the Examiner points to reference numeral 31 of Fig. 2 as being 
equivalent to the claimed main focusing lens imit and reference number 33 of Fig. 2 as being 
equivalent to the claimed second electrostatic grid. However, as explicitly disclosed in column 
3, lines 20-25 of Say, reference nxmiber 33 points to the spatially associated final accelerating 
electrode 33, not the main focusing lens imit 31. Accordingly, reference munber 33 caimot be 
equivalent to the second electrostatic screen grid because it is not installed in the main focusing 
lens vmit as claimed. 

In addition, the Examiner incorrectly asserts that "dl (0.034 inch) is greater than d2 
(0.034inch)." Clearly, 0.034 inches is not greater than 0.034 inches. Furthermore, as shown in 
column 5, lines 27-50 of Say, the change in d is consistent between the main focusing electrode 
and the final accelerating electrode. Accordingly, dl cannot be greater than d2. 
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For at least those reasons presented above independent claim 1 is not anticipated by Say. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of 
claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §102. 

In paragraph 6 of the Action, the Examiner rejects claims 2-6, 8, 10-13, 16 and 17 xmder 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Say in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,626,738 
to Gerlach ("Gerlach"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

In order to support a rejection vmder 35 U.S.C. §103, the Office Action must establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness three criteria 
must be met. First, there must be some motivation to combine or modify the applied references. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the combination must teach 
each and every claimed element. In the present case, claims 2-6, 8, 10-13, 16 and 17 are not 
rendered unpatentable over the combination of Say and Gerlach because the Action fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness as discussed below. 

Independent claim 2 defines a color cathode ray tube that includes a front glass panel, a 
funnel coupled to the panel, a fluorescent screen, a shadow mask, and an electron gun. In 
addition, the electron gun includes, inter alia, a main focusing lens unit that focuses the electron 
beams generated by a triode imit; a first electrostatic screen grid installed in the main focusing 
lens unit having three electron beam through holes linearly-arranged for passing the three 
electron beams and two of the holes are external holes, and the first grid having a first oval 
shaped hole that passes all three electron beams, the first oval shaped hole spaced a distance dl 
firom the through holes; and a second electrostatic screen grid installed in the main focusing lens 
unit having three electron beam through holes linearly-arranged for passing the three electron 
beams and two of the holes are extemal holes, and the second grid having a second oval shaped 
hole that passes all three electron beams, the second oval shaped hole spaced a distance d2 firom 
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the through holes. Accordingly, independent claim 2 is patentably distinguishable over Say for 
at least the reason that Say fails to disclose or suggest an electron gun comprising a first and 
second electrostatic screen installed in a main focusing lens imit as claimed (see discussion 
above with respect to claim 1). 

In rejecting claim 2, the Examiner asserts that Say discloses each of the claimed elements 
except a firont panel made of glass. Therefore, the Examiner concludes that it would have been 
obvious to modify the CRT of Say to include a glass fi-ont panel as taught by Gerlach in order 
give the CRT a longer life span. However, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, Say fails 
to disclose or suggest a first and second electrostatic screen grid installed in the main focusing 
lens xmit. Accordingly, even if one skilled in the art were to modify Say, as suggested by the 
Examiner, the modification would still fail to render claim 2 unpatentable for at least the reason 
that the modification fails to disclose each and every claimed element. 

Claims 3-6, 8, 10-13, 16 and 17 variously depend fi-om independent claim 2. Therefore, 
claims 3-6, 8, 10-13, 16 and 17 are patentably distinguishable over the combination of Say and 
Gerlach for at least those reasons presented above with respect to claim 2. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfiilly request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 2-6, 8, 
10-13, 16 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 

In paragraph 19 of the Action, the Examiner rejects claims 7 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Say in view of Gerlach, fiuther in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,517,078 to Sugawara et al. ("Sugawara"). AppUcants respectfiilly traverse this 
rejection. 

Claims 7 and 9 variously depend fi-om independent claim 2. Accordingly, claims 7 and 9 
are patentably distinguishable over the combination of Say and Gerlach for at least those reasons 
presented above with respect to claim 2. 
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In rejecting claims 7 and 9, the Examiner asserts that Sugawara discloses that the ratio of 
HL2/HR2 is about 2.13 and the ratio of HLl/HRl is about 1.49. To support this assertion the 
Examiner points to column 9, lines 40-65 of Sugawara. This assertion is unfounded for the 
reason presented below. 

Nowhere in the cited passage (i.e., colimm 9, lines 40-65) or elsewhere in Sugawara is 
there any disclosure of the ratio of HL2/HR2 being about 2.13 and the ratio of HLl/HRl being 
about 1.49. Sugawara merely discloses that the radius Rl of the inner arc may be greater than 
the radius R2 of the outer arc. This only discloses that the ratio is greater than zero not that it is 
about 2.13 or 1.49 as claimed. Accordingly, even if one skilled in the art were motivated to 
combine Say, Gerlach, and Sugawara as suggested by the Examiner, the rejection would still fail 
to render claims 7 and 9 xmpatentable for at least the reason that the combination fails to disclose 
each and every claimed element. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 7 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 

In paragraph 22 of the Action, the Examiner rejects claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
allegedly being impatentable over Say in view of Gerlach, further in view of UK Patent 
Application publication No. GB 2052847 ("Zeiss"). Apphcants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 

Claim 14 depends from independent claim 2. Accordingly, claim 14 is patentably 
distinguishable over the combination of Say and Gerlach for at least those reasons presented 
above with respect to claim 2. Zeiss discloses a protection device for use with an electron gun. 
However, Zeiss fails to overcome the deficiencies of Say and Gerlach. 

Since Say, Gerlach, and Zeiss each fail to disclose or suggest an electron gun comprising 
a first and second electrostatic screen grid installed in the main focusing lens unit as claimed, the 
combination of these three patents cannot possibly disclose or suggest said elements. Therefore, 
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even if one skilled in the art were motivated to combine Say, Gerlach, and Zeiss as suggested by 
the Examiner, the combination would still fail to render claim 14 unpatentable for at least the 
reason that the combination fails to disclose each and every claimed element. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 14 under 
35U.S.C. §103. 

In paragraph 24 of the Action, the Examiner rejects claim 15 imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Say in view of Gerlach, further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,545,403 to Lee. 

Claim 15 depends from independent claim 2. Accordingly, claim 15 is patentably 
distinguishable over the combination of Say and Gerlach for at least those reasons presented 
above with respect to claim 2. Lee discloses a color cathode ray tube comprising an electron 
gun. However, Lee fails to overcome the deficiencies of Say and Gerlach. More specifically, 
Lee fails to disclose first and second electrostatic screen grid install in the main focusing lens 
unit as claimed. 

Since Say, Gerlach, and Lee each fail to disclose or suggest an electron gun comprising a 
first and second electrostatic screen grid installed in the main focusing lens unit as claimed, the 
combination of these three patents cannot possibly disclose or suggest said elements. Therefore, 
even if one skilled in the art were motivated to combine Say, Gerlach and Lee as suggested by 
the Examiner, the combination would still fail to render claim 15 unpatentable for at least the 
reason that the combination fails to disclose each and every claimed element. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 15 under 
35 U.S.C. §103. 

The application is in condition for allowance. Notice of same is eamestly solicited. 
Should the Examiner find the application other than in condition for allowance, the Examiner is 
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requested to call the undersigned attorney at (202) 496-7500 to discuss the steps necessary for 
placing the application in condition for allowance. All correspondence should continue to be 
sent to the below-listed address. 

If these papers are not considered timely filed by the Patent and Trademark Office, then a 
petition is hereby made under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .136, and any additional fees required under 37 
C.F.R. § 1.136 for any necessary extension of time, or any other fees required to complete the 
filing of this response, may be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-091 1. Please credit any 
overpayment to deposit Account No. 50-091 1. A duplicate copy of this sheet is enclosed. 

Dated: March 2, 2005 RespectfiiUy submitted. 




Regi1sti;6tionNo.: 41,786 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1900 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006 



Attomey for Applicants 
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